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Additional Material: Selected static foot assessments do not predict medial longitudinal arch 1 
motion during running 2 
 3 
MLA motion is calculated as a ratio of MLA height to length in the Jenkyn and Nicol [32] foot 4 
model (Supplementary Figure 1A); with an increasing ratio representing a supinating foot and 5 
a decreasing ratio a pronating foot. MLA height is defined as the distance between the navicular 6 
tuberosity marker (NT) and the MLA length vector, which is defined as the distance from the 7 
medial aspect of the calcaneus (CAMT) and the first metatarsal head (1MH). The model 8 
assumes that NT is above the MLA length vector. However, within this study, we found that 9 
participants with low arch profiles violated this assumption as the navicular marker was below 10 
the vector (Supplementary Figure 1B). This reversed the calculated motion curve, with 11 
increasing ratios representing a pronating foot and decreasing ratios a supinating foot, resulting 12 
in disparity between MLA motion curves between participants. Additionally, if the navicular 13 
marker was close to the length vector there was the potential for the marker to cross the vector 14 
during the dynamic trials, again altering the calculated ratio. This, therefore, led to the 15 
conclusion that the measure was not robust and as such it was desirable to use an alternative 16 
measure of MLA motion. As such the MLAA was calculated as outlined within the methods 17 
using the position of the lateral malleoli.  18 
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Supplementary Figure 2. MLAA motion patterns throughout the stance phase of barefoot 47 
running calculated using a medial projection of the lateral malleoli marker (dashed line) and 48 
the medial malleoli marker (solid line); averaged motion patterns over 5 trials for 2 participants 49 
 50 
 51 
Supplementary Figure 3. Demeaned MLAA motion patterns throughout the stance phase of 52 
barefoot running calculated using a medial projection of the lateral malleoli marker (dashed 53 
line) and the medial malleoli marker (solid line); averaged motion patterns over 5 trials for 2 54 
participants 55 
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